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ABSTRACT
FISCAL TRANSPARENCY IN THE ERA OF CALIFORNIA’S LOCAL CONTROL FUNDING
FORMULA: AN ANALYSIS OF FUNDING LEVELS, EXPENDITURES, AND STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT
by Blanca S. Baltazar-Sabbah
This research presents an analysis of California’s Local Control Funding Formula
(LCFF) before and after implementation (AY 2013 to AY 2016). Funding allocations,
expenditures, and student achievement data were analyzed across nine school districts
in Northern California. Findings revealed a significant increase in state and local funding
after implementation of LCFF for all districts. Statistical analyses showed larger districts
received the greatest increases in funding and per pupil funding increases with the
number of students who were eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL). While these
trends were consistent both before and after the implementation of LCFF, the percent
of funding spent on instruction, instruction-related services, pupil and ancillary services
did not differ. Although expenditures for total revenue are tracked, there is no
statewide system for tracking supplemental and concentration fund grants and yet,
districts have full flexibility on how to spend these additional dollars within the eight
state priorities. The lack of transparency at the district level compromises the
replicability and scalability of district practices and undermines ongoing efforts for
educational reform. Furthermore, findings revealed a significant increase in graduation
rates after implementation of LCFF for all students, English Learners, and students
eligible for FRL.
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American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU): An organization that works to defend individual
rights and individual liberties guaranteed by the Constitution and laws of the United
States.
Average Daily Attendance (ADA): A similar term as enrollment except that student
attendance is taken into account. It is calculated by counting how many students are
physically present on each day of attendance and dividing that number by 180 days of
the school year. It is through the calculation of ADA that school districts receive state
funding. Thus, school districts do not receive funding for days that students do not come
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Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAO 1): Annual increases in the number
or percentage of English Learners making yearly progress in learning English based on
the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).
Basic Aid: This term is used to describe the 6% of California school districts whose local
property tax base exceeds their state revenue limit. These districts are allowed to keep
the extra tax revenue, which give them significantly more funding per student than nonbasic aid school districts. The majority of these districts are in the Bay Area in affluent
communities. Since their tax base exceeds the revenue limit they do not receive
unrestricted state aid.
Base Grant: Provides a uniform grant for each school district and charter school per unit
of average daily attendance (ADA), based on the grade span of the pupils, i.e.
kindergarten through grade 3 (K–3), grades 4–6, grades 7–8 and grades 9–12.
Concentration Grant: Grant equal to 50 percent of the adjusted base grant multiplied
by ADA and the percentage of targeted pupils exceeding 55 percent of a local
educational agency’s (LEA) enrollment.
Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA): An annual inflator to a base revenue amount meant
to offset rising costs.
English learner (EL): This term is used to describe students who are unable to
communicate fluently or learn effectively in English, who often come from non-Englishspeaking homes and backgrounds, and who typically require specialized or modified
instruction in both the English language and in their academic courses.
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Local Educational Agency (LEA): An acronym used to refer to describe school districts.
This term is used to refer to describe school districts, County Offices of Education, and
can also be applied to charter schools that receive funding directly from the state
instead of the funding being passed through a local school district budget.
Local Income: Income realized by school district beyond the revenue limit and other
state and federal sources. Local income includes parcel taxes, lease income from surplus
properties, interest earned, grants, and contributions from foundations.
Restricted Revenue: Revenue federal, state, and local sources that is supplemental and
designated for a specific purpose or category of student.
Revenue Limit: The amount of state guaranteed unrestricted funding a district receives.
Each school district has a unique revenue limit value per student. The total allocation
due to the district is calculated by multiplying its revenue limit value by last year’s ADA
or the current year ADA (whichever is greater). The amount of local property tax a
district receives is subtracted from this multiplied value and the difference is back filled
by the state in the form of state aid.
Standardized Account Code Structures (SACS): A common system implemented
statewide in 1999 to code district revenue and expenditures. The account structure
consists of Fund – Resource –Year – Goal - Function – Object –Site – Management Field
(a listing and description of all resources, function, and object codes are available in the
appendix). Site and management fields are optional for school districts are not
downloaded to state databases.
Supplemental Grant: Grant equal to 20 percent of the adjusted base grant multiplied by
ADA and the unduplicated percentage of targeted disadvantaged pupils. Targeted pupils
are those classified as English learners (EL), meet income requirements to receive a free
or reduced-price meal (FRPM), foster youth, or any combination of these factors
(unduplicated count).
Unrestricted Revenue: Income from revenue limit and local sources for school district
general operating expenses.
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Chapter 1
Addressing the Opportunity Gap
Access to equal educational opportunities is a human right (UNESCO, 2007). Yet, all
too often, financial resources predetermine the quality of one’s education (Anyon,
1980). As we prepare to grapple with the latest manifestations of educational reform
across the United States, we must face the reality that schools are not provided with
equitable funding for every student (Rodriguez & Rolle, 2007). Despite unequal funding,
students from low-income families are compared to wealthy students with over
simplistic accountability measures. Accountability reforms based on student
achievement presume that students are given adequate human and material resources
to ensure a fair opportunity to achieve expected outcomes (Guiton & Oakes, 1995). As
such, the term “achievement gap” is a misnomer because students who attend schools
with inadequate resources are, in reality, experiencing an “opportunity gap” (Burciaga,
2016). The implication of achieving fiscal equity so as to close the opportunity gap will
be explored in this study across four years (AY 2013 to 2016) of school finance reform in
California.
Moral Imperative of Achieving Fiscal Equity
California’s implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) was
enacted to provide adequate resources for our high need students (Brown, 2013). LCFF
is a weighted funding system that was implemented in all public schools during
academic year (AY) 2013. It is based on the premise that students with greater need
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require more resources to have the same opportunities and achieve meaningful
outcomes (Affeldt, 2015). Some studies have concluded that money does not matter
and that family and individual effects outweigh other factors (Hanushek, 1991, 1994,
1996). However, Ladson-Billings (2006) believes that inequities in school funding
maintain the unequal outcomes for the rich and the poor. Thus, increasing educational
opportunities through coherent school funding systems is part of our moral imperative
to provide equitable opportunities and to achieve expected academic outcomes.
According to the gross product data from June 2016, California is one of the
wealthiest states in the nation and is the world’s sixth largest economy (Kaplan, 2015).
Yet, when compared to other states, California was ranked 42nd in per-student spending
in AY 2015 (Kaplan, 2015). With 6.2 million children attending school, California is one
of the largest public school systems in the country (CDE, 2016). More than half of
California’s students, 3.6 million, qualify for free or reduced meals (CDE, 2016). Poor
students of color disproportionately tend to attend impoverished schools, while
wealthier white children often attend private, charter or more affluent community
public schools (Rodriguez & Jongco, 2007). The current level of learning opportunities
provided to students resembles the racial and class patterns that were in place before
the United States Supreme Court declared that "separate but equal" schools were
"inherently unequal" in Brown v. Board of Education (López & Burciaga, 2014; Rodriguez
& Jongco, 2007).
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Studies have identified a clear link between educational funding and student
achievement. For example, Rodriguez and Jongco (2007) found the gap in per pupil
spending highly impacts teacher salaries, especially in districts with high numbers of
socioeconomically disadvantaged students. The poorer the district, the larger
concentration of under-prepared teachers with emergency credentials. A lack of highly
qualified teachers, rundown facilities, outdated textbooks, and low teacher salaries
contribute to substandard learning conditions for socioeconomically disadvantaged
students (Rodriguez & Jongco, 2007). Ladson-Billings (2010) commented that school
funding not only perpetuates educational inequities, but highlights institutional racism
within our schools. Poor communities of color are more likely to receive less school
funding and as a result, must educate their children with inadequate human and
material resources.
Access and equity. Anyon’s (1980) study concluded that schools’ practices and
pedagogies are influenced by the economic and employment expectations for those
students based on their parents’ socio-economic class. She explains that the schools
attended by students of working class families were very structured and had little
flexibility, whereas the schools with students of higher social class had less structure,
sometimes not even utilizing bells. Students were given curriculum aligned to the type
of work they were expecting to pursue based on their social class. For example, in the
working-class schools, the majority of the work was mechanical and repetitive with little
explanation or connection to a larger context. Yet, in the middle-class school, work is

4

the goal is to follow directions in order to get the right answers, and sometimes the
directions require problem-solving, questioning, and decision-making. Although not
explicitly stated this was the “hidden curriculum.” Anyon (1980) provides examples of
the type of jobs students were prepared to do such as being the worker versus the
owner of a company. This echoes one of Max Weber’s (1922) three components within
his theory of stratification-social class is based on the economically determined
relationship to the market. For example, if one is from an affluent social class it is
almost guaranteed the one is a homeowner versus a renter. The United Nations (UN)
suggests that education is both a human right and an indispensable means of realizing
other human rights thus the role government plays is critical in supporting reforms such
as school finance to achieve an adequate education for every child.
Historical Context of School Finance Reform
Historically, local property taxes have been the major source of funding for public
schools throughout the United States (Kirst, 2010). Typically, the use of property taxes
was set by the local school board, other local officials, or directly by citizens. This local
control led to dramatic differences in school funding, usually depending on the relative
property wealth of the surrounding community. During the 1970s, the courts in many
states ruled that these wealth-related differences in school support needed to be
eradicated, such as in Serrano v. Priest, (1971) (Serrano I); Serrano v. Priest, 18 (1976)
(Serrano II); and Serrano v. Priest, 20 (1977) (Serrano III). Senator Robert F. Kennedy
was one of many who called on state governments to come up with new ways to fund
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public schools more equitably. Over 40 years ago during the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act hearings, Kennedy urged,
These children really don’t have a lobby speaking for them and do not have
parents that can be clamoring down here because they cannot afford to take the
bus ride, or cannot afford to fly down here, and they are the ones, I think, who
are of concern. They have been ignored in the past. We are fighting for them and
others have; but the fact is that we are just awakening to the needs in this part
of the country, and what I want to make sure of is not that the money is not
wasted, because you can find more money, but the fact that the lives of these
children are not wasted (McLaughlin, 1975, pp. 1-2).
Kennedy’s words are reminiscent of today’s efforts towards a more equitable funding
system, and can be compared to Governor Brown’s edict regarding local control.
Current Education Finance Reform
Like Senator Kennedy, Governor Brown of California had similar ideals – he believed
in giving parents and local educators a voice in the decision-making process for their
students’ education. On July 1, 2013, Governor Brown signed the Local Control Funding
Formula (LCFF), a new school finance system with the intended goal to achieve greater
systemic equity, transparency, and performance through localized control of school
funding allocations. California’s revenue limit formula, which had been in place for 40
years, was complex and heavily criticized for still being inequitable and inefficient (Loeb,
Bryk, & Hanushek, 2008; Timar & Roza, 2010). LCFF is based on an equity premise that
students with greater need require additional resources to have the same educational
opportunities and to be academically successful (Affeldt, 2015). Under LCFF, California
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Local Educational Agencies (LEA) have flexibility in the use of these funds, eliminating
many of the categorical programs directed funds to student with identified needs.
LCFF identifies differences in student population and specifically provides additional
funding for “unduplicated count of pupils” in three key subgroups: Foster Youth, English
Learner or Socio-Economically Disadvantaged students. “Unduplicated count” means
that each pupil is counted only once even if the pupil meets more than one of these
criteria. The state applies the formula based on the districts’ reported numbers in each
of the key subgroups.
While this weighted system seeks to provide districts with additional resources in
proportion with higher numbers of students in key subgroups, it is unclear how funding
allocations are monitored. This study will therefore explore how California is
implementing a policy that seeks to address student needs related to fiscal equity in
ways that are meaningful and replicable.
Statement of the Problem
California’s revenue limit entitlement formula was inequitable and lead to
inadequate human and material resources in our poorest schools, which limited
educational opportunities. In contrast, the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) seeks
to make progress towards fiscal equity. Under LCFF, California districts are primarily
funded using a combination of state aid and local property taxes. The state aid differs
across districts based on the student populations, allocating more to districts that have
“high-need” students. Districts have full flexibility to utilize this funding and it is unclear
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if districts are redistributing their funding in such a manner to help close the opportunity
gap for our most marginalized students. Further, California educators pensions and
retirement rates are increasing and will begin to compete for fiscal resources in the near
future, thus it is imperative that discussions of how to best educate the students in the
California continue through the lens of fiscal equity.
Purpose of the Study
The current study is an analysis of California’s Local Control Funding Formula before
and after implementation. The purpose of this study is to compare state funding
allocations and district expenditures among nine California public schools before the
Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) (AY 2013) and during the first three years of its
implementation (AY 2014, 2015, and 2016) to determine the relationship between fiscal
equity and student academic achievement. Prior to LCFF, the state funding formula
included revenue limit entitlements for general purposes and multiple categorical
programs that restricted the use of funding. The California Department of Education
(CDE) provided guidelines and restriction that were tied to categorical programs – there
was no flexibility in the use of this funding. This dissertation addresses the following
questions:
1. How have funding levels changed in California public K-12 school districts
since the implementation of LCFF?
2. How have funding expenditures changed in California public K-12 school
districts since the implementation of LCFF?
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3. Has LCFF achieved fiscal equity and helped close the opportunity gap?
Methodology
The researcher conducted a secondary analysis of publicly accessible data with
focuses on five variables: funding allocations, student populations, student achievement
data, expenditures, and time. To answer the first question, a repeated measures
ANOVAs was conducted. Time (years 1, 2, 3, and 4) served as the independent variable
(IV) and Total Funding Allocated (per District) served as the dependent variable (DV).
These variables were used to show whether funding level patterns based on revenue
limit entitlements and base grant allocations changed across each school year.
To answer the second question a repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to
evaluate the amount spent (DV) across funding categories before and after the
implementation of LCFF (IVs). Interviews were also held with County Office of Education
(COE) Fiscal Managers to confirm findings after reviewing financial data on the California
EdData website.
To answer the third question, a correlation analyses comparing the percentage of
students in the Free and Reduced Lunch program and EL students to funding allocations
was conducted. It was hypothesized there would be a positive relationship between the
percentage of SED and EL students (IVs) and funding allocations (DV) before and after
LCFF. Further, to address whether LCFF helped to close the opportunity gap, a repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the graduation rates (DV) and English
Learner yearly progress (DV) before and after the implementation of LCFF (IV).
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Significance of the Study
Few empirical studies have been conducted to date to determine the effects of the
implementation of LCFF. However, recent studies were conducted on how LCFF will
impact California’s new accountability system (Affeldt, 2015; Menefee-Libey &
Kerchner, 2015). Furthermore, studies were also conducted on the challenges and
successes of the first two years of LCFF and LCAP implementation (Humphrey, &
Koppich, 2014; Koppich, Humphrey, & Marsh, 2015). This dissertation will advance the
level of knowledge in the field of education finance with an empirical study designed to
investigate funding levels, expenditure patterns and student achievement.
Summary
An equitable educational opportunity is guaranteed by the 14 th amendment for
every student in the nation. For decades, California has struggled to narrow the
opportunity gap for our most socioeconomically disadvantaged students due to its
complex and inequitable education finance system. Now, California is in a position to
achieve fiscal equity with its adoption and implementation of the Local Control Funding
Formula. The question that remains to be answered is whether the most impoverished
schools will have the funding resources to positively impact the lives of 3.6 million
students once LCFF is fully implemented.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
This chapter reviews policy, court cases, and research related to funding for public
schools in California. It commences with a summary of school finance prior to the Local
Control Funding Formula (LCFF) (1963-2013) and highlights six state policies that
influenced funding. The chapter further examines the research related to funding
sources prior to LCFF, the consequences of fiscal policies prior to LCFF, and the new
funding formula.
School Finance Prior to the Local Control Funding Formula
Kirst (2006) provides a synthesis of California’s finance system beginning with the
1970s when schools were funded primarily by local property taxes. In Serrano v. Priest
(1971) the state Supreme Court ruled the California had to end the linkage between
district assessed property value per pupil and total district spending. This landmark case
addressed the funding inequities that existed in California, it struck down public-school,
general-fund, financing structure as a violation of equal protection because under this
system per pupil expenditures varied greatly and depended on a school district’s tax
base. In 1978, voters passed Proposition 13 which drastically cut local property taxes
and gave more control of all school funding policies to the state. In addition to per-pupil
revenue limits, there were more than 100 state and federal categorical-aid programs
(Kirst, 2006). Categorical-aid programs targeted a particular pupil population and/or
program, such as English Learners or socioeconomically disadvantaged pupils. It was
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not until recently that California began to consider a weighted pupil formula such as
that adopted by Kentucky or Florida which adjusts funding based on pupil needs. Kirst
(2006) explained that pupil weights allow for local control of programs. However, the
lack of confidence the state had about local policymakers made it necessary to dictate
academic interventions through specific categorical programs.
Serrano v. Priest (1971, 1976, & 1977). After Brown v. Board of Education,
reformers began to widen the scope of equal educational opportunity and began to see
schools as a means to remedy social inequalities, regardless of race (Elmore &
McLaughlin, 1981). This was important because disparity in educational opportunity is
manifested in differential educational outcomes (Ladson-Billings, 2013).Three landmark
rulings in Serrano v. Priest (1971, 1976, & 1977), changed the trajectory of school
finance for California schools. This case set the agenda for an extended legislative
debate and exposed the conflicts between the courts and legislatures over school
finance reform (Elmore & McLaughlin, 1981). Although, it remains unclear how this
lawsuit began, what is known is John Serrano was a parent of several Los Angeles public
school students who had ‘faith in education as an instrument of social equality” (Elmore
& McLaughlin, 1981, p. 33). This case was litigated at the same time that a number of
legal scholars were working independently to define equality of educational
opportunity.
The three Serrano rulings by the California Supreme Court concluded that California
did not meet the 14th Amendment clause of the United States and the California
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Constitution (1971, 1976 & 1977). Additionally, the court stated school district revenues
were so reliant on local property tax revenues that the funding created large district-todistrict disparities and thus denied students of an equal educational opportunity. The
inequity stemmed from the vast differences in property values across the state (Timar,
2006). The court decisions was one of several that led efforts by the California
legislature and voters to restructure the school finance model.
Senate Bill 90 (Chapter 1406, Statutes of 1972). The California legislature enacted
this measure in response to the first Serrano decision. It attempted to implement a
strategy that would adjust districts’ revenue limits with the purpose of equalizing
funding. The strategy was known as the “squeeze formula.” The lower-spending
districts saw an increase in revenue limits faster than high-spending districts with the
goal of closing the equity gap. This progress towards funding parity was expected to
take several years. “However, before the state could equalize spending, Proposition 13
passed in 1978, drastically cutting local property taxes” (Kirst, 2006, p. 3).
Proposition 13 (1978). Officially named the “People's Initiative to Limit Property
Taxation,” Proposition 13 was an amendment of the Constitution of California approved
by voters. The initiative “create[d] a uniform statewide property tax of one percent” and
limited increases in property taxes to 2% per year and rolled back property assessments
to their 1975-76 levels (Weston, 2013, p. 1). The initiative had a near immediate effect,
prior to the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, California schools had a $9 billion budget.
After the passage of Proposition 13, schools lost $3 billion overnight. The combination
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of per-pupil revenue limits and Proposition 13 hindered districts’ abilities to raise money
locally for public education, requiring schools to rely on Sacramento as their main
source of funding (Kirst, 2006). California’s education finance system became one of the
most centralized systems in the country (Kirst, 2006; Timar, 1994).
Proposition 13 was the result of voter frustration with the legislature’s inability to
provide property tax-relief (Elmore & McLaughlin, 1981). This proposition shifted the
focus of fiscal equity away from students (Serrano v. Priest) to the taxpayers. School
governance and finance now had to depend on the state to fund public education. It
created a competitive structure for all social services in the state (including education,
police, nursing, and fire departments) and all other local government services were in
competition for a portion of the state’s general fund (Elmore & McLaughlin, 1981). Ten
years later in 1988, there a shift to equalize funding with Proposition 98.
Proposition 98 (1988). Proposition 98 established a guaranteed minimum funding
level from property and state taxes for K-12 education each year, calculated by applying
three “tests” according to the state's economic and fiscal conditions. “Proposition 98
states that K-12 education shall receive the greater of a fixed percentage of state
General Fund revenues (Test 1) or the amount they received in the prior year, adjusted
for enrollment and inflation (Tests 2 and 3)” (California Budget Project, 2006, p.3).
Equal does not necessarily mean equitable resources across districts. Parents once
again advocated on behalf of their children to bring attention to student needs.
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Williams Settlement (2000). On May 17, 2000, the Williams v. California lawsuit was
filed to ensure equitable educational opportunities across the state. Eliezer Williams, a
middle school student in San Francisco, and his father were frustrated by the
inadequate teachers, textbooks and facilities. They decided to pursue a lawsuit with the
support of Public Advocates and American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) among others
(Rodriguez & Jongco, 2007). The lawsuit culminated in a settlement agreement
between the plaintiffs and the California Department of Education. The Williams
Settlement guarantees California students the basic educational necessities: qualified
teachers, adequate textbooks, and clean, safe, and functional school facilities.
Proposition 30 (2012). Upon its passage, Proposition 30 temporarily increased the
state’s sales tax and the income tax for higher earning households, creating an influx of
additional funding for schools. The increased sales tax was set to expire in 2016. The
increased income tax for households earning more than $250,000 impacted the top 3%
of California taxpayers and was set to expire in 2018 (California Budget Project, 2012).
This proposition was important because it stabilized school funding since the great
recession began and helped districts attain financial stability.
Proposition 55 (2016). The California Children’s Education and Health Care
Protection Act of 2016 extended Proposition 30 personal income tax rate increases from
2019 through 2030. Most of California’s K-12 funding is provided by the Prop. 98
minimum funding guarantee, discussed earlier in this chapter. This guarantee is based
on varying economic and fiscal conditions, including state General Fund revenue
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collections. All else being equal, General Fund revenues from 2018-2019 to 2030-2031 is
expected to be higher with Prop. 55(California Budget Project, 2016). The fiscal impact
of this proposition is that it increases funding for districts of roughly half of the revenue
raised by the measure.
Funding Sources Prior to the Local Control Funding Formula (1963-2013)
California’s finance system did and does consists of state, local, and federal sources.
State revenues are collected from personal income tax, sales tax, corporate tax, state
lottery revenue, and state bond funding for facilities (Timar, 2006). Local sources
include property taxes, contributions, timber tax, interest income, developer fees, other
fees, and local bond funding (Timar, 2006). During this forty year period, revenue
sources to school districts comprised general purpose funding, categorical, and other
local funding.
General purpose funds. General purpose funding included a combination of base
revenue limit, revenue limit add-ons, and excess local property taxes (Timar, 2006). The
base revenue limit was the amount of general purpose funding per Average Daily
Attendance (ADA) that a district received in state aid and local property taxes. This was
the largest component of the school funding formula, comprising about 95% of the total
General Purpose funding as shown in Figure 1. Every district’s base revenue limit was
unique because it was calculated by adding its 1972-1973 state aid allocation and
schools’ share of local property tax revenues, then dividing the sum by its ADA (Timar,
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2006). All districts’ revenue limits were readjusted after Proposition 13, which
negatively impacted public school funding.

33%
State
55%

Lottery
Federal

11%

Local

1%

Figure 1. 2011-12 State provides the majority of K-12 revenues.
Adapted from the California Department of Education Finance and Grants

Categorical funds. Another component of California’s pre-LCFF public education
finance system was categorical funds that were restricted such that could only be used
for a specific student population or program (California Department of Education,
2014b). Categorical funding began in the 1960s “as state legislators reacted to political
pressure to address the needs of disadvantaged children and signaled their lack of
confidence in local educators to do so successfully” (Bersin, Kirst, & Liu, 2008, p. 2). By
the 1980s, the legislature had increased categorical programs to about 13% of total K-12
funding, which represented a six-fold increase since its inception (Timar, 2006).
According to Kirst (2006), categorical funding was a mechanism used by politicians to
prevent increases in state aid from being spent on increases to teachers’ salaries.
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In 2008-2009, restrictions were removed from 40 of the 60 state categorical
programs. Categorical flexibility was adopted as part of the 2007-2008 budget where all
categorical programs were assigned to one of three tiers (Imazeki, 2012). Tier 1
programs were left largely intact; funding was not cut and no flexibility was granted.
Similarly, no flexibility was granted for Tier 2 programs, however, they experienced
some reductions in funding. Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) were given complete
flexibility when expending funding for Tier 3 (Imazeki, 2012).
Categorical funds were not equitably allocated across districts and they were not
systematically allocated to districts on the basis of students’ need, even though districts
serving greater proportions of low-income students generally received more categorical
funding than other districts (Loeb et al., 2008; Timar, 1994; Timar & Roza, 2010). Even
so there was substantial variation in categorical funding for districts with similar
populations (Weston, 2011). Duncombe and Yinger (2006) also found categorical
funding in California to be inefficient because the extent of categorical funding was
negatively correlated with districts’ abilities to improve student achievement.
Other local revenue. Other local revenue included in California’s finance system
prior to LCFF included parcel taxes, reimbursements, and donations, leases, transfers,
fees, and other sources of local revenue. Generally speaking, these types of revenues
were limited and did not generate much funding for school districts (Timar, 2006).
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Consequences of Fiscal Policies Prior to LCFF
Efforts to achieve fiscal equity before LCFF failed to establish a foundation formula
that would lead to adequate student performance in every district (Duncombe & Yinger,
2006). Loeb and colleagues (2007) stated California’s education finance system has
revenue fluctuations that impact long-term planning and decision-making because of its
macroeconomic trends. Any sustained improvement efforts were more likely in a
predictable policy environment that encouraged rational decision making and long-term
capacity building (Brewer & Smith, 2008). California’s fiscal structure led to historic
equalization as a goal without regard for adequacy or academic standards (Kirst, 2006).
At times, the lens by which policymakers create laws are based on their perceptions.
These perceptions are based on how constituents will respond to the feasibility of
various policy options. This perceptual screen is labeled “the assumptive worlds of
policymakers” (Marshall, Mitchell, & Wirt, 1989). This perceptual screen is also
influenced by California voters, who are disproportionately older, whiter, wealthier,
better educated, and homeowners. Nonvoters are younger, ethnically diverse, low
socio-economically disadvantaged, less educated and are typically renters (as cited in
Kirst, 2006). Kirst (2006) highlighted the need for an overhaul of the state public finance
and “the first step must be to throw the current system out and not try to patch it” (p.
23). He further stated that there was a need for a more coherent finance system that
must to be in alignment with local policies.
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Many studies have found California’s school finance system inequitable, with wide
variation in per-pupil funding (Duncombe & Yinger, 2006; Loeb, et. all, 2007; Kirst, 2006)
The system is governed by such a complex array of laws and formulas that only a few
experts understand it (see Figure 2).
$18,000

Per-Pupil revenue

$16,000
$14,000
$12,000

$10,000
$8,000

ADA Other Local Revenue

$6,000

ADA Other State Revenue

$4,000

ADA Federal Revenue

$2,000

ADA Revenue Limit Sources

District

Figure 2. Sources of funding vary across California districts.
Adapted from Education Data Partnership, 2012-13 District Finance Reports

New Funding Formula and Accountability
The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) was based on the premise that local
decisions drive funding allocations with oversight by county office of education (COE)
officials. The following section addresses the new formula as well as the Local Control
Accountability Plan (LCAP).
Local control funding formula. Governor Brown signed the Local Control Funding
Formula bill on July 1, 2013, with the intent to bring “government closer to the people,
to the classroom where real decision are made and directing the money where the need
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and the challenge is greatest” (Office of Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr., 2013, p. 1).
This law replaced a complex and inequitable finance system that had been in place for
40 years. This new weighted funding formula was based on an equity premise that
students with greater need require additional resources to have the same educational
opportunities to be academically successful (Affeldt, 2015). The formula includes a perpupil base grant, a supplemental grant based upon the number of unduplicated
students who are low income, English learner (EL), and foster youth, and a
concentration grant for districts with over 55% of this targeted population (Taylor,
2013).
Base grants, which represent the bulk of the funding, are allocated according to
districts’ average daily attendance in four grade spans (K-3, 4-6, 7-8, and 9-12), and are
updated for cost-of living adjustments (Taylor, 2013). The LCFF also made base rate
adjustment in K-3 and high school grades. The K-3 adjustment increased funding by
10.4% with the intent to cover costs associated with class size reduction (CSR) (Taylor,
2013). The high school adjustment was not tied to any particular service, however, the
adjustment was originally related to the costs of providing career technical education
(CTE) in high school. In addition to the base grant, districts received a supplemental
grant which is an additional 20% of the grade-span base rate according to the number of
ELs, foster youth, or students eligible for free and reduced lunch (California Department
of Education, 2016). However, this formula was based on an unduplicated student
count so a district receives a maximum adjustment of 20% above the grade-span base
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for any one student, even if the student fell into all three subgroup categories (California
Department of Education, 2016). For example, an EL, foster youth student counts once
in this formula. Districts receive the concentration grant if they have a subgroup above
55%. For each student in that subgroup above the 55%, the district received an
additional 50% of the grade-span base grant (California Department of Education, 2016).
However, a charter school could not receive funding for a greater proportion of the
targeted students than the district in which it resides (Taylor, 2013). See Table 1.
Table 1
LCFF Implementation Example
Student

Base K-3
Ratio
$ 7,000

K-3
Adjustment
$ 500

English Learner (EL) /
Low Income (LI)
El/LI
$ 7,000
$ 500
Non-EL/LI
$ 7,000
$ 500
Adapted from California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office

EL/LI
Supplement
$ 1,500

EL/LI
Concentration
-

$ 1,500
-

$ 4,000
-

Total
$ 9,000
$ 11,000
$ 7,500

About 15% of districts will not benefit from the new formula as they fall in one of
three categories: basic aid districts, non-isolated single-school districts, and anomalous
districts (Taylor, 2013). Basic aid districts compromise about one in nine of the state’s
nearly 1,000 districts, but this number varies from year to year. They did not receive
additional state funding because they received more funding from local property taxes
than they would from the LCFF, however they still had to comply with the state’s new
accountability requirements (EdSource, 2016). Non-isolated, single-school districts and

22

anomalous districts will remain at their AY 2013 funding levels until their revenue
amounts dropped below their LCFF targets.
The goal was for LCFF to be fully funded by 2020-21 school year. The legislature
defined “fully funded” as the end of the transition from the old revenue system to the
new base funding per student, which must be uniform, and the proportion of highneeds students in a district would determine its additional funding (EdSource, 2016).
Each year the base grant will change so as to accommodate Cost of Living Adjustments
(COLAs), fluctuations in Average Daily Attendance (ADA) and student demographics, and
increases in property tax revenue (Taylor, 2013). Over the course of the eight year
transition, additional LCFF funding will be allocated based on the funding “gap.” The
“gap” is the difference between their prior-year funding level and their target LCFF
funding level. Theoretically, every district would see the same proportion of their gap
closed, but the funding they receive depends on the size of their gap (Taylor, 2013).
Although the gap has closed faster than expected in the first three years of
implementation, it was expected to slow after AY 2017 due to the phased-in expiration
of Proposition 30 taxes (EdSource, 2016).
Spending restrictions. Although the majority of categorical programs were
eliminated under LCFF, there were 14 programs remaining. One of the fiscal equity
measures of LCFF was that local educational agencies must “increase or improve
services for [high need] pupils in proportion to the increase in funds” specifically
supplemental and concentration funds (California Education Code, 2013a). The statute
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further stated these funds be no more restrictive than similar federal Title I
requirements. In an effort to ensure that districts were spending the weighted funding
on serving high need students, Cal. Educ. Regs. Tit. 5, 15496 et seq, mandates that
districts justify expenditures as “effective” towards meeting the needs of the targeted
students. The State Board of Education did not require districts to list expenditures for
high-need students and this was a point of contention for advocacy groups and some
legislators who wanted detailed accounting to ensure monies were spent on the pupils
who generated the funding (EdSource, 2016). However, the State Board insisted the
focus should be on actions to improve and increase services in proportion to the funding
received, and not on the expenditures themselves. (EdSource, 2016).
Local control accountability plan. Not only did legislature require a complete
overhaul of a four decade education finance system that shifted control over budget
and policy from the State to local school boards, it also established a set of new rules for
district transparency and accountability (EdSource, 2016). Affeldt (2015) asserted LCFF
was not solely a school finance reform, but it was paving the way for a new state
accountability system. Districts are now required to adopt a Local Control Accountability
Plan (LCAP). Districts were required to complete the LCAP template for the first time in
AY 2015, one year after LCFF was implemented (Taylor, 2013). Since then, the California
Department of Education modified the template, but the requirements remain the
same.
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The LCAP template is organized in three sections: stakeholder engagement, goals,
and actions and services. In the first section, district officials provided a description of
stakeholder engagement and the impact it had on the LCAP. The stakeholders must
include teachers, principals, administrators, other school personnel, local bargaining
units, parents, and pupils (California Education Code, 2013b). Furthermore, districts had
to present their proposed plans to a parent advisory committee that included parents of
targeted student subgroups and, in some cases, a separate EL parent advisory
committee when at least 15% of students and at least 50 pupils in the district were ELs
(California County Superintendents Educational Services Association, 2014).
The advisory committees provided recommendations after they had an opportunity
to review multiple data points such as student achievement (Taylor, 2013). Districts are
then required to respond to written comments of the advisory committee. Finally,
districts were also required to inform the public that they may submit written
comments regarding the specific actions and expenditures in the LCAP (Taylor, 2013).
Superintendents were not required, however, to adopt the committees’
recommendations, but they had to respond in writing to the recommendations before
the LCAP was approved (California Department of Education, 2016). According to
Affeldt (2015), “California is helping to model the importance of community
engagement in local programs and decision-making as a key component of the new
accountability” (p. 7).
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In the second section of the LCAP, district officials set annual goals and determined
how they would spend their monies to achieve those locally-derived goals. There were
24 metrics within eight state priority areas that must be addressed including: basic
services, course access, implementation of state standards, parent involvement, pupil
achievement, pupil engagement, and school climate among other pupil outcomes, see
Table 2 (California Education Code, 2013a). District officials also identify the schools
and the targeted student subgroups for which the goals were applicable and then
determine measurable metrics by which to evaluate their progress toward meeting
those goals (California County Superintendents Educational Services Association, 2014).
Finally, districts were required to assess the progress they were making on the
indicators they selected to determine if they are meeting their goals for the baseline
year (AY 2015) as well as for the following two years, see Table 2 (State Board of
Education, 2013).
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Table 2
Required Data for LCAP Priorities Areas
Priority Area

Required Data

Basic Services

Rate of teacher misassignment
Student access to learning materials that support academic
standards
Information about school facilities
Implementation of new CCSS for all students

Implementation of Common Core State
Standards (CCSS)
Course Access
Student Achievement

Parent Involvement

Student Engagement

School Climate

Student access and enrollment in all required areas of
study
Performance on standardized tests
Share of students that are college and career ready
Share of students that are college and career ready
Share of English Learners that become English proficient
Rate of English Learner students who are reclassified as
English proficient
Share of students that pass Advanced Placement (AP)
exams with score of 3 or higher
Share of students determined prepared for college by the
Early Assessment Program (EAP)
Information around school district efforts to seek parent
input
Information around how school district promoted or
advertised parental participation
School attendance rates
Chronic absenteeism rates
Middle school dropout rates
High school dropout rates
High school graduation rates
Student suspension rates
Student expulsion rates
Other local measures

Updated from California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office

In the final section of the LCAP, district officials were required to explicitly state
what actions and services they were providing for all students, as well as the targeted
student subgroups, in order to meet their goals (State Board of Education, 2013).
Districts must also update the expenditures related to the actions and services for all

27

students, and for the targeted students every year (State Board of Education, 2013).
However, districts did not have to list expenditures for high-need students (EdSource,
2016). Once the LCAP was adopted by the local school board, it was effective for three
years and each year there had to be an annual update that included the effectiveness of
the actions and services toward meeting their goals (Taylor, 2013). The school district
LCAP adoption process is illustrated in Figure 3. If districts followed this process, they
“should be designing, robust, community-owned LCAPs that lay out how educator and
school capacity will be supported and enhanced by strategic and equitable allocation of
resources to deliver deep and meaningful learning” (Affeldt, 2015, p. 7). Once the
district adopts the LCAP, then it was submitted to the County Office of Education (COE)
for approval.

Solicit written comment on
proposed plan from public

Develop proposed
plan

Present proposed plan to
parent advisory committees
for review and comment

Respond in writing to
comment of parent
advisory committees

Solicit recommendations
and comments from the
public in hearing

Consult with school
employees, local bargaining
units, parents, and students

Figure 3. Process of School District LCAP Adoption

Adopt plan in public
hearing
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Within five days of the LCAP adoption, a district had to submit its plan to its COE for
review to ensure that each district’s LCAP met the requirements for the plan set by the
State Board of Education and Legislature, and that the district’s budget reflects the
plan’s goals (EdSource, 2016). The process of COE review is displayed in Figure 4
(Taylor, 2013). The county engaged in a multi-step review as required by California
Education Code 52070 that could lead to several revisions:
● “The district must send the plan to the county superintendent within five
days of adopting it.
● The county superintendent has until Aug. 15 to seek clarification about
the plan.
● The district governing board then has 15 days to respond to the county
superintendent’s request for clarification.
● The county superintendent has another 15 days to submit
recommendations for amendments to the plan.
● The district must consider those recommendations at a meeting of the
school board.
● The county can either approve the plan by Oct. 8 each year or reject it for
failing to comply with state requirements and work with the district to
improve it (EdSource, 2016).”

29

District Actions

COE Actions

Submits locally approved plan
to COE

Seeks clarification about contents
of plan from district by August 15.

Responds to COE requests for
clarification within 15 days.

Submits recommended
amendments to plan back to
district within 15 days.

Considers COE
recommendations in a public
hearing within 15 days.

Reviews plan to determine if it meets
requirements (adheres to SBE
template and aligns with district
budget)

If plan meets requirements,
approves plan by October 8.

If plan does not meet
requirements, does not approve
plan, provides support.

Figure 4. County Office Review of LCAP

Summary
Due to the complexity of California’s funding model, the literature review focused
primarily on the court cases (Sierra v. Priest) and policies (propositions 13, 98, and 50)
that have shaped California’s finance model. Having a general understanding of the
historical context provides a backdrop to the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF),
California’s current funding model. This empirical study is designed to advance
knowledge about district funding levels, expenditure patterns and student achievement
in the era of LCFF.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this research was to compare district funding levels and
expenditures among nine California public K-12 school districts before the
implementation of Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and during the first three years
of implementation (AY 2014, AY 2015, and AY 2016) to determine if LCFF has begun to
address fiscal inequities across districts and help close opportunity gaps. Prior to LCFF,
the state funding formula included revenue limit entitlements for general purposes and
multiple categorical programs that restricted the use of funding were dictated by the
state. The revenue limits placed the focus on equalizing resources across districts
without regard for their differences in student populations or providing adequate
education (Kirst, 2006). The funding formula, which had been in place for 40 years, was
complex and heavily criticized for being inequitable, inefficient, and inadequate (Loeb et
al., 2008; Timar & Roza, 2010).
Research Questions
The researcher conducted a secondary analysis of publicly accessible data (including
measures of funding, student demographics, student achievement data, expenditures,
and time) to address the following questions:
1. How have the funding levels changed in California public K-12 school districts
since the implementation of LCFF?
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2. How have funding expenditures changed in California public K-12 school
districts since the implementation of LCFF?
3. Has LCFF achieved fiscal equity and helped close the opportunity gap?
Funding. Measures of funding include dollar amounts allocated to revenue limit
entitlement, state categorical funding, base, and supplemental and concentration
grants. The revenue limit formula prior to LCFF was based on a per pupil dollar amount,
multiplied by the number of pupils enrolled in a district. The calculation was based on
average daily attendance (ADA) and funded by local property taxes and state aid
(Weston, 2010). State categorical funding targeted a particular program, such as K-3
class size reduction or student populations, such as English Learners. This funding had
restrictions on how it could be spent, for example Economic Impact Aid could only be
used to increase English Learner academic achievement, and it could not be used on
infrastructure or administrative costs (Weston, 2011).
The base grant provided a uniform grant for each school district per unit of ADA,
based on the grade span of the pupils (i.e., K-3, grades 4-6, 7-8, and 9-12). The
supplemental grant equaled 20% of the adjusted base grant multiplied by ADA and the
unduplicated percentage of targeted disadvantaged pupils. Target pupils were those
who were classified as English learners (EL), met income requirements to receive a free
or reduced-price meal (FRPM), were identified as foster youth, or met any combination
of those factors (unduplicated count). The concentration grant equaled 50% of the
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adjusted base grant multiplied by ADA and the percentage of targeted pupil exceeding
55% of district’s enrollment.
Student demographics. LCFF seeks to address the needs of ELs and
socioeconomically disadvantaged students (SED) students, therefore variables of
interest include the percentage of English Learners (ELs) and percentage of
socioeconomically disadvantaged students in each district. English Learners were
identified based on the parent response to a home language survey and an initial
administration of the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) which
assesses the child’s English language proficiency. Socioeconomically disadvantaged
(SED) students were identified based on income requirements to receive a free or
reduced-price meal.
Student achievement. California’s new accountability system includes four
indicators to measure district and school success with performance standards that
include readiness for college and careers, graduation rates, progress of English Learners,
and suspension rates. Additionally, the data is disaggregated by significant subgroups.
A significant subgroup is determined if there are 30 or more students that fall into a
category by race, ethnicity, or program. In this study, student achievement was
measured by graduation rates and English Learner progress. English Learner progress
was measured by a students’ performance on the California English Language
Development Test (CELDT). The results were reported as annual measurable
achievement objectives (AMAOs). Graduation rates were calculated based on four-year
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cohort using the state’s California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System
(CALPADS) (CDE, 2016).
Expenditures. Expenditures were measured according to the Standardized Account
Code Structure (SACS), which included resource, object, and function fields. The
resource field tracked activities that had financial reporting requirements (e.g., class size
reduction) and restrictions on how funds could be spent. The object field classified
expenditures according to types of items purchased or services obtained. The function
field designated a general operational area and/or type of activity that was taking place,
such as instruction (CDE, 2016). Function fields were divided into the following nine
categories of activities: instruction, instruction-related services, pupil services, ancillary
services, community services, enterprise, general administration, plant services, and
other outgo.
Time. So as to measure changes in the levels of funding and expenditures before
and after the implementation of LCFF, the researcher explored data from AY 2013
(before the implementation of LCFF) and AY 2014, 2015, and 2016 (representing the
first three years of LCFF implementation).
Sample Selection
The California public school system consists of 946 public school districts. Many of
these districts (n = 344) are unified and serve students in grades K-12. Private and
charter schools were not part of the study as they do not rely on local property wealth.
Examining the effect of the Local Control Funding Formula on California public school
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fiscal equity, the researcher evaluated the degree to which school funding changed
among nine unified school districts (K-12) from four different counties in the state of
California. The districts were selected based on the availability of public data and
stratified based on their size. The sample districts are a representative sample of
districts across California. They include rural, suburban and urban districts with varying
student demographics. Three of the selected districts were considered large, serving
over 20,000 students; three were considered medium, serving between 6,000 and
20,000 students; and three were considered small, serving fewer than 6,000 students.
See Table 3.
Table 3
Size, Population, and Student Demographics of the School Districts Included in Sample
County

District

Size

Urban

OUSD

Urban and Rural

Urban

Urban and Rural

Large

Percentage of
English Learners
32%

Percentage of SED
students
76%

MPUSD

Medium

31%

68%

NMCSD

Small

45%

82%

SUSD

Small

43%

77%

GILUSD

Medium

24%

59%

SJUSD

Large

22%

47%

SCUSD

Medium

25%

68%

PVUSD

Large

48%

76%

SLVUSD

Small

2%

18%

Note: Large = greater than 20,000; medium = fewer than 20,000 and greater than 6,000; small = fewer
than 6,000. Data retrieved from the 2015-16 school year.
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Analysis
To address the first research question, “How have funding levels changed in
California public K-12 school districts since the implementation of LCFF?” a repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted. Time (years 1, 2, 3, and 4) served as the independent
variable (IV) and Total Funding Allocated (per District) served as the dependent variable
(DV). This analysis was used to show whether funding level patterns based on revenue
limit entitlements and base grant allocations changed across each school year.
To address the second research question, “How have funding expenditures changed
in California public K-12 school districts since the implementation of LCFF?” a repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the amount spent (DV) across funding
categories (IV) before and after the implementation of LCFF. Time as measured in years
served as the repeated measure. Interviews were also conducted with finance managers
for two county offices of education.
To address the third research question, “How has LCFF achieved fiscal equity and
helped close the opportunity gap?” a correlation analyses comparing the percentage of
students in the Free and Reduced Lunch program and EL students to funding allocations
was conducted. It was hypothesized there would be a positive relationship between the
percentage of SED and EL students (IVs) and funding allocations (DV) before and after
LCFF. Further, to address whether LCFF helped to close the opportunity gap, a repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the graduation rates (DV) and English
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Learner yearly progress (DV) across four years (IV) before and after the implementation
of LCFF.
Ethical Considerations
This study conformed to ethical standards in conducting research. All of the data
used within this study is public information available at www.ed-data.org. This
researcher, in conjunction with a university advisor, reviewed all methods applied in this
study to ensure ethical standards were met.
Limitations
The size of this study included nine public K-12 school districts within California and
the financial scope of the study was limited to revenue limit entitlements. This study
included two student achievement measures; graduation rates and annual progress for
English Learners as measured by the California English Language Development Test
(CELDT). Further, it was difficult to attribute any student outcome to one variable, such
as a funding formula. Another limitation was the reliance on district level data as the
unit of analysis. District level measures did not provide sufficient detail to expose how
funding was distributed to different schools and to different students within those
schools. The study contained no data on individual schools and did not attempt to
investigate whether resources were equitably distributed internally by a school district.
School site level data was available, but most key financial decisions were made at the
central office level or were mandated by collective bargaining agreements, thereby,
vastly limiting the degree of discretionary decision-making by individual sites.
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Additionally, a major focus of this study was on school district revenue, which was
allocated by the state to districts, not school sites.
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Chapter 4
Results and Findings
The results and findings of this study are discussed in this chapter. Each research
question is identified individually with statistical and qualitative data as appropriate.
Four steps were taken to evaluate district funding levels and expenditures to determine
if there were any changes across the four years; evaluation of district funding,
expenditures, analysis of per pupil funding, and an investigation about whether a
relationship exists between funding and student achievement.
The first step was to evaluate the district allocation per year to show whether
district funding levels changed during the first three years of LCFF implementation. The
second step was to evaluate expenditure per year to determine if there were any
changes across the four years within four categories of activities: instruction,
instruction-related services, pupil services, and ancillary services. The third step
included an analysis of per pupil funding based on the percentage of students eligible
for Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) and EL students to investigate if there was a
relationship between the percentages and funding levels before and after LCFF. Finally,
the researcher examined per pupil funding to investigate if there was a relationship to
graduation rates and progress towards English proficiency rates (AMAO1).
Total State Revenue Before and After Implementation of LCFF
To address the first research question, “How have funding levels changed in
California public K-12 school districts since the implementation of LCFF?” an evaluation
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of state revenue that included LCFF resources (state aid/apportionment and local
property taxes), lottery, state categorical funding, and local revenues, was evaluated
across four years. State funding levels increased every year from AY 2013 to AY 2016
across all nine districts in this study (see Figure 5). The increase was specific to state aid
due to the passage of Proposition 30, which temporarily created and influx of additional
funding for schools. A repeated measures ANOVA revealed that total state revenue per
district increased significantly from AY 2013 to AY 2016, F(3, 8) =26.5, p = .001. A series
of Tukey post-hoc analyses showed that increases for larger districts (20,000 or more
students) were significantly greater than small (less than 6,000 students) and medium
sized districts (between 6,000 and 20,000), ps < .05. But there was no significant
difference between small and medium sized districts.
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Figure 5. Nine school districts’ 4-year state and local revenue trends.
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Further, the nine districts also saw an increase in per pupil state revenue during this
same time period (see Figure 6). However, the increase was not dependent on the size
of the district because per pupil removes the scale and size as a variable. A repeated
measures ANOVA revealed increases in per pupil funding across AY 2013 to AY 2016 was
not significantly impacted by district size, F(2, 8) = 2.71, p = .145.
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Figure 6. Per-Pupil State Funding AY 2013, AY 2014, AY 2015, and AY 2016.

The districts also saw an increase in per pupil funding based on the number of
students who were eligible for the Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL), as shown in Figure 7.
Categorical funding and LCFF was intended to increase per pupil funding based on the
unduplicated count of targeted students. A Spearman's correlation affirmed this
relationship: there is a strong positive correlation between funding and FRL both before
the implementation of LCFF r(9) =0.84, p = .005 for AY 2013, and after (r(9) = 0.79, p =
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.012 for AY 2014, r(9) = 0.71, p =.021 for AY 2015, and r(9) = 0.88, p = .002 for AY 2016).
Similarly, the districts also saw an increase in per pupil funding based on the number of
English Learner students both before and after the implementation of LCFF as shown in
Figure 8. Another Spearman’s correlation affirmed this relationship: there is a strong
positive correlation between funding and number of ELs both before the
implementation of LCFF r(9) = 0.77 p = .015 for AY 2013, and after (r(9) = 0.73, p=.024
for AY 2014, r(9) = 0.71, p = .033 for AY 2015, and, r(9) = 0.86, p=.003 for AY 2016).
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Figure 7. Four year trend of the relationship between students eligible for FRL and per pupil
funding.
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Figure 8. Four year trend of the relationship between the percentage of EL students and per
pupil funding.

Instruction, Pupil, and Ancillary Services Expenditure Patterns
There were three steps to findings to answer the second question, “How have
funding expenditures changed in California K-12 public school districts since the
implementation of LCFF?” First, by evaluating the percentage of funding spent across
four funding categories: instruction, instruction-related services, pupil services, and
ancillary services. These categories were directly targeting student services, hence the
researcher was interested in comparing these specific expenditures before and after
LCFF. Second, by analyzing the Standardized Accounting Codes (SACS) on the education
data website. And last, by interviewing County Office of Education (COE) personnel that
could verify the data and some of my findings.
In the initial examination, the researcher was specifically interested in tracking the
supplemental and concentration grants, since these are the monies intended for the
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targeted student populations. However, the California Department of Education does
not require districts to report expenditures for these funding sources with a specific
budget code. Nor do they require districts to allocate all of their supplemental and
concentration grant funds for those specific purposes on a yearly basis. As such, the
researcher was unable to track how districts were encumbering or spending the
supplemental and concentration grant funds. There is no publicly accessible data where
one could monitor how these funds were being used to serve ELs, foster youth, or
students eligible for free or reduced lunch (FRL). Although districts could select a specific
resource code, local code, or manager code to track their expenditures that are aligned
to their LCAP actions and services, there was no consistency within counties or across
districts. Prior to LCFF, state categorical funds were assigned a specific state-wide
resource code (such as 7090 for Economic Impact Aid, which was specific funding for
English Learners). All districts were required to track and report this information to the
state, which is then publicly accessible.
SACS accounting system, which was implemented in 1999 to standardize the state
budget coding system, has not been updated to track the supplemental and
concentration grant funds. The SACS coding does allow for optional “local” or
“management” fields, but districts do not have to provide this information to the state.
It is left to the discretion of the districts to use for internal tracking purposes.
Only two of the nine districts in this study tracked supplemental and concentration
funding during AY 2014, four of the nine districts tracked during AY 2015, and all nine
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began tracking some of the supplemental and concentration monies during AY 2016.
However, each district has a unique way to conduct this tracking. There is no
requirement to report their expenditures specific to these grant funds. The passage of
LCFF promised to address opportunity gaps for low-income students and English
Learners, however, the stark difference in how districts track makes measuring this
difficult at best.
Through process of verifying the expenditure data, the researcher contacted two
County Office of Education (COE) Fiscal Managers. These conversation revealed that
the county LCAP approval process requires that COE verify the district used the
appropriate LCAP template, the budget includes expenditures sufficient to implement
the actions and services in the LCAP, and county offices shall ensure each district’s LCAP
adheres to the expenditure regulation adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE).
Additionally, if a district has an enrollment of 55% or more unduplicated pupils, the
district can use the supplemental and concentration grant fund districtwide. The risk of
using the funds districtwide, is that, once again, the students who have generated the
additional funding will not receive the services they need.
Since supplemental and concentration expenditure data was not available, the
researcher analyzed the percentage of expenditures for all LCFF resources, state aid,
and other local revenues in four categories of activities across four years, AY 2013 to AY
2016 for nine unified school districts. The four categories were instruction, instructionrelated, pupil services, and ancillary services, all of which provided direct student
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services. The expenditures in the following categories were not analyzed since they are
not directly associated with teaching and learning: community services, enterprise,
general administration, plant services, and other outgo.
The results of a repeated measure ANOVA revealed that the percentage of
student services expenditures did not significantly differ across districts for AY 2013 to
AY 2016, F(3,8) = .309, p = .818. There were no significant changes in the percent of
money that was spent on the activities that were related to instruction, pupil services,
and ancillary services. There were no general increases in any of the categories.
Student Achievement and Funding
Before answering the third question “How has LCFF achieved fiscal equity and
helped close the opportunity gap?” it is important to provide some context about the
districts in this study. Table 4 is an overview of teacher and student demographics in
these districts. One pattern that this data reveals is that districts with higher EL and FRL
students often employ more first and second year teachers. Further, districts with
higher percentages of students who are eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch have higher
the percentage of Latinx students. Additionally, the district with the largest percent of
Asian students, had the teachers with the most years of experience, one of the lowest
percentages of first and second year teachers, and one of the lowest numbers of
students who qualify for Free and Reduced Lunch.
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Table 4
Demographics of 9 Sample Districts, Averages for AY 2013 - AY 2016
A
B
C
4,553
20,288 4,822
Student
Enrollment
Teacher
9
10
9
Years of
Experience
Class Size
26
26
28
Averages
Percent of
2%
45% 43%
ELs
Percent of
20% 76% 86%
FRL
First Year
7%
11% 10%
Teachers
Second
7%
8%
6%
Year
Teachers
Asian
4%
0.8% 0.7%
Students
African
1%
0.5% 0.5%
American
Students
Latinx
15% 81% 95%
Students
White
69% 18%
2%
Students
Data collected from Ed-data.org
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4,434

10,696

47,713

32,932

10,191

11,762

11

10

8

10

12

11

25

24

23

26

27

28

43%

30%

31%

23%

27%

26%

79%

66%

74%

44%

34%

53%

16%

11%

10%

7%

7%

5%

6%

8%

8%

5%

5%

6%

0.5%

5%

13%

12%

45%

3%

0.5%

6%

27%

3%

2%

1%

83%

55%

43%

53%

21%

71%

14%

21%

9%

25%

7%

19%

To answer the third question, “How has LCFF achieved fiscal equity and helped close
the opportunity gap?” a series of one sample t-tests were used to determine whether
per pupil funding in these districts significantly differed from the state unified school
district averages across four years: t(9) = 0.81, p = 0.44 for AY 2013, t(9) = 1.95, p = 0.09
for AY 2014, t(9) = 1.12, p = 0.29 for AY 2015, t(9) = 0.63, p = 0.54 for AY 2016. These

47

results show that the average per pupil funding is notably higher for the unified districts
in this study compared to the average state unified school districts, especially during the
AY 2014. See Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Per pupil funding average comparison of nine districts and state unified school districts
across four years.

Graduation rates. To answer the second part of this question, “How has LCFF helped
increase student achievement?,” the researcher conducted repeated measures ANOVA
to analyze if the graduation rates for all students, English Learners and students eligible
for Free and Reduces lunch changed before and after the implementation of LCFF (see
Figure 10). The first analysis revealed the overall graduation rates increase significantly
from AY 2013 to AY 2016, F(3,8)= 8.28, p= .001. A series of Tukey post-hoc analyses
showed that there was no significant difference between small, medium-sized, and large
districts, ps < .05. The researcher conducted the same analysis to measure the
graduation rates for ELs and the results revealed a highly significant increase from AY
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2103 to AY 2016, F(3,8)= 16.30, p < 0.001. However, the EL graduation rate increase
was not significantly impacted by district size, F(2,8)= 1.23, p= .367. Further a repeated
measures ANOVA revealed that the increase in graduation rates across the four years,
for students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch students, was significant, F(3,9)= 4.21,
p = .02 with no effect of district size F(2,8)= 1.61, p= .275. The overall findings in this
section reveal that graduation rates increased significantly for all students and two
subgroups in the nine districts across the four years in this study.
100%
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70%
60%

2013 Average

50%

2014 Average

40%

2015 Average

30%

2016 Average

20%
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0%
Overall Graduation EL Graduation Rate FRL Graduation
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Rate

Figure 10. Comparison of average graduation rates for all students, ELs and students eligible for
FRL in nine unified school districts across four years.
Yearly progress in English. The researcher also conducted a repeated measures

ANOVA to evaluate AMAO 1, English Learner yearly progress as measured by the
California English Development Test (CELDT), for AY 2013 to AY 2015. The results
revealed that there was no significant increase in AMAO 1 rates across three years,
F(2,8) = 0.81, p= .471, see Figure 11. Further, increases for medium-size districts were
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marginally higher than the larger districts, F(1,8) = 4.62, p = .073. Based on the results,
English Learners are not making significant adequately yearly progress as measure by
the CELDT across districts.
70%

% of Cohort Making Progess

60%
50%
40%
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30%
20%
10%
0%
2013 Average

2014 Average

2015 Average

Figure 11. English Learner yearly progress as measured by the CELDT across AY 2013, 2014, and
2015.

Summary
The nine unified districts in this study all saw increases in their funding after the
implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula. The increases were due part to
the LCFF revenues that included state aid and apportionments. Districts with more than
20,000 students had larger increases in revenue at a faster rate than smaller districts.
Further, districts with larger numbers of unduplicated counts of English Learners and
students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch saw a faster increase in revenue.
In this study, the percent of funding utilized for instruction, pupil services, and
ancillary services remained constant before and after the implementation of LCFF. The
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California Department of Education does not require districts to track their expenses
based on the supplemental and concentration grants, hence the researcher was not
able to delve into that level of detail in this study. Even though they were not required
to do so, districts began using locally defined resource codes. Within three years all nine
districts were utilizing an idiosyncratic combination of codes to track this funding. These
local codes are not included in the California Department of Education Finance Website.
If one were to access the codes through individual systems, district personnel would
have to be interviewed to understand the coding schemata.
Average graduation rates have increased across districts for all students and two
subgroups for the AY 2013 to AY 2016. There has been greater increase in graduation
rate for English Learners than for students eligible for FRL. However, the average
adequately yearly progress in moving toward English proficiency is not significant for the
same time across districts. The following chapter includes a summary of the findings
and a discussion of the conclusions with recommendations.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions and Recommendations
The focus of this dissertation was to analyze state funding levels and district
expenditures among nine Northern California K-12 public school districts before the
Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) (AY 2013) and during the first three years of
implementation (AY 2014, 2015, and 2016 2016) to evaluate any changes related to
fiscal equity and student academic achievement. Effective procedures for this process
were identified and conclusions are presented below. Policy recommendations,
changes in tracking accounting practices and suggestions for further research are
included in this chapter.
Funding Levels
“How have the funding levels changed in California public K-12 school districts since
the implementation of LCFF?” All nine districts saw an increase in total funding levels, as
well as per-pupil funding. The larger districts had a steeper increase than the small and
medium-sized districts because funding allocation was based on Average Daily
Attendance (ADA), hence the larger the student population, the more revenue. Further,
as the number of EL students and students eligible for FRL increased, so did their perpupil funding. This is in alignment with the goal of LCFF. Previous to LCFF, state
categorical funds such as Economic Impact Aid (EIA) also provided districts additional
monies for ELs with the intent that additional resources and service would increase
educational opportunities for ELs to ensure access to all curriculum as they became
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proficient in English. Base, supplemental, and concentration grants are unrestricted
funds, which allow districts to have more flexibility to provide services based on local
needs.
Given that districts have flexibility to distribute their funding, the researcher was
unable to compare across or between districts to determine how much of the
supplemental and concentration grant funding was allocated for its intended purposes.
Districts are only required to meet a Minimal Proportionality Percentage (MPP),
meaning that districts must increase or improve services to the targeted special student
populations in proportion to the increase in funding.
Expenditures
“How have funding expenditures changed in California public K-12 school districts
since the implementation of LCFF?” In this study, Standardized Account Code Structures
(SACS) function codes were utilized to analyze the percent of total state revenue
expenditures across four in four categories of activities: instruction, instruction-related
services, pupil services, and ancillary services. Overall, there were no significant
increases in the percentages of expenditures for these four activities across all nine
districts. Furthermore, since the state did not require districts to monitor supplemental
and concentration funding expenditures, it was difficult to ascertain whether or not
services for the targeted student populations changed.
While the state LCFF guidelines encouraged districts to use the supplemental and
concentration funding for the targeted student populations such as ELs, Foster Youth,
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and students eligible for FRL, it did not require the tracking of this revenue. While the
SACS coding does allow for optional “local” or “management” fields, they are not
uploaded to the state. It is left to the discretion of the districts to use for internal
tracking purposes. Nor does the state require districts to allocate their supplemental
and concentration funding at the level the state allocated, as long as by 2020-21 districts
met the required funding guidelines of meeting a Minimal Proportionality Percentage
(MPP).
Without accountability, the discretion continues to be left up to the districts. As
such, districts could use the block funding approach to divert funds to other priorities
that do not necessarily benefit the targeted student populations in LCFF. For example, if
a district was given $1,000,000 as part of their base funding and $200,000 for
supplemental and $10,000 for concentration, the district could decide to bundle most of
it in the base and leave only $150,000 for supplemental and concentration. The caveat
is that by the year 2020-21, the district will be required to be at full implementation
with base, supplemental, and concentration grants. This will require district to
designate 100% of their supplemental and concentration grant funds to increase
educational opportunities for the subgroups of students that are generating the funding
(such as ELs). Districts that have not been designating 100% of their supplemental and
concentration grant funds for this purpose will have a difficult time meeting this
requirement, especially if they have been spending it on on-going costs such as salaries
and health benefits. Further, the calculation of the MPP is presented in the Local
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Control and Accountability Plan without reliable mechanisms to determine its accuracy.
Fiscal Equity and Student Achievement
The nine districts in this study varied in size, geographic location, and demographics.
It is no surprise that the districts with higher concentration of Latinx and AfricanAmerican students also had the highest percentage of students eligible for Free and
Reduced Lunch since these are pattern that are reflected in the research. Additionally,
these student populations were served by the highest percentage of first and second
year teachers. It is important to have this in the backdrop as conclusions are made
about fiscal equity and student achievement because there are limited analyses of the
educational status of California’s Latinxs that examine the influence of the school
finance to ensure their success throughout their educational experiences.
When comparing the state average of per pupil funding in unified school districts
and the nine unified district in this study, the conclusion is that although all districts are
receiving more money there is still a discrepancy in the amount of funding each district
receives. The premise of LCFF it that by AY 2021, California will have an equitable
finance model to meet the needs of all students (CDE, 2016). However, in order to
verify if the equity gap is in fact closing, further analyses will need to be conducted to
measure horizontal and vertical equity.
Odden and Picus (2004) noted that researchers assume that all students are alike
when measuring horizontal equity. This implies that all school districts should spend
and equal amount of money throughout the schools so what is actually being captured
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by these measures is the degree of variation in per pupil-spending across school districts
(Toutkoushian & Michael, 2007). This becomes more complicated depending on who
defines the needs of students. About half of all states have modified their funding
formulas to achieve vertical equity by providing more money to schools with high
poverty rates or who have students who are not succeeding academically, however, it is
unclear how much additional funding is needed for poor students compared to nonpoor students (Toutkoushian & Michael, 2007).
The average graduation rates have increased significantly across the nine districts in
this study from AY 2013 to AY2016. The average graduation rates of ELs increased more
than students Eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch. Nevertheless, the researcher cannot
conclude that these increases were due to supplemental and concentration fund grants
because one cannot track how those resources are being spent. If the money was being
tracked, the researcher could evaluate how the money was being distributed to then be
able to conduct a series of analyses that could reveal potential relationships between
the allocations of resources and certain strategies or actions taking place in districts that
may be yielding higher graduation rates and other outcomes. Given that graduation
rates increased for all students and more so for ELs, it is unclear whether districts are
using the targeted funding districtwide because English Learner yearly progress did not
improve across the same time period.
Again, one is left to hypothesize about “how” the supplemental and concentration
grant funds are being utilized to address the inequitable educational opportunities of
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our most marginalized students. Districts that have a 55% or higher unduplicated pupil
count of one of the targeted subgroups of students can utilize the supplemental and
concentration funds for every student. This is counter to the essence of the additional
funding to ensure additional resources are provided to increase educational outcomes
for the targeted subgroups.
Recommendations
The findings in this study may be helpful to challenge legislators and educators alike
to take a closer look at how money is being spent across districts rather than just
increasing funding with the hope that districts will redistribute and use it effectively to
close the opportunity gap. It is imperative that discussions of how to best educate the
students in California continue as increasing pension and retirement rates will begin to
compete for fiscal resources in the near future. The following are a list of
recommendations to school leaders, legislators, and policymakers in the area of school
finance and student achievement as these groups continue to make decisions about
school finance in California.
1.

The researcher recommends that the state require counties and districts

to use a state-wide resource code to track supplemental and concentration
funds. This will allow future studies to delve deeper into the evaluation of
significant changes in the redistribution of funding and resources intended to
ensure educational equity for ELs and students eligible for free and reduced
lunch. However, districts should not wait for the state to make this a mandate.
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2.

Create an evaluation tool that can be used during a fiscal audit to

determine if a district is addressing the needs of ELs, foster youth, and students
eligible for FRL with the additional dollars they are allocated.
3.

Improve the SACS accounting system so that reports can be used to

evaluate budgets from an instructional lens. For example, any academic
intervention such as class size, summer school, or after school programs were
typically coded under Function 1000 (Instruction). Thus, Function 1000, which
was used prominently in this study, has become a catch-all for a variety of
instructional-related expenditures that would be more usefully disaggregated
from an instructional lens analysis. This providing a more nuanced
understanding of the different instructional uses of funds. Academic
interventions and other key expenditure categories that are included in a
district’s LCAP actions and services could be standardized statewide and included
in these fields. This could allow for a closer alignment of the LCAP process to the
budget and facilitate monitoring of key instructional programs across districts.
Direction for Future Research
This study examined the changes in district funding levels, expenditure patterns, and
student achievement for AY 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016. As a result of this study and its
findings, future research could include:
1.

A multi-year quantitative study that tracks the per-pupil revenue gap

over years in an attempt to study a possible correlation with student academic
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success before and after LCFF implementation in relation to changes in the
equity gap.
2.

A mixed-methods study focused on one school district on whether

resources are equitably distributed internally. This would require an evaluation
of a districts’ Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) and School Single Plan for
Student Achievement with the budgets. Interviews and focus groups of parents,
students, and administrators would bring diverse perspectives on the perceived
impact of LCFF by different stakeholders.
3.

Investigate the equity issues of expenditures per-pupil at the individual

student level. This would include evaluating the impact of LCFF to disclose
variations in per-pupil revenues based on factors, such as school district wealth,
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and school size.
Summary
This chapter summarized the conclusions and suggested topics for future studies.
The findings revealed the nine districts in this study had an increase in funding levels
across four years, regardless of size. There is a concern that districts have full flexibility
on how to spend these additional dollars when there is no statewide system for tracking
the money to ensure our most marginalized students are receiving equitable
educational opportunities. This concern is compounded by the increase costs for
educator retirement and pension rates without any additional monies for districts to
cover the expenses. Graduation rates are on the rise for all students, with English
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Learners having the greatest growth. Although this is hopeful, it is unclear how districts
have redistributed their resources to support them. The lack of transparency
compromises the replicability and scalability of district efforts and undermines our
ongoing efforts for educational reform.
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